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ABSTRACT 
 
This paper reports a practitioner/academic collaboration that sought to identify the 
attributes salient in the decision-making process of individuals considering a charitable 
bequest in Australia. Philanthropy scholars concur that bequest making behaviour is 
generally not well understood or researched and is fertile terrain for new enquiry. They 
urge scholars and practitioners to integrate learning from other relevant disciplines to 
reveal new insights and understandings into why so many individuals elect to make a 
testamentary gift to a charity in their will or other planned giving instrument. This 
research draws on the branding literature; and effectively trialed the use of Kelly’s 
(1955) Repertory Test from clinical psychology, the results of which will provide 
researchers and charity marketing practitioners with an enhanced understanding of 
bequest decision criteria.    
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1.  INTRODUCTION 
 
‘Funeral directors know the next major wave of deaths  
will be the baby boomers, and commence around 2012.  
So if you are not marketing bequests to this generation,  
you need to start now’. (Triner, 2008)  
2 
 
 
The countdown to the intergenerational wealth transfer predicted to occur during the next 
decades, as the baby-boom generation passes on, has begun (Havens & Schervish, 2003). 
This phenomenon will create increased opportunities for, and competition between, 
charities vying for a share of the bequest market.  Several schools of thought have 
emerged over the past three centuries in attempts to understand why individuals support 
charities during their life-time or through a testamentary gift (Sargeant & Woodliffe, 
2007). Although the contribution from disciplines such as economics, psychology, social 
psychology, sociology, anthropology and more recently, management, marketing and 
market research have been recognised and acknowledged by numerous philanthropy 
scholars, there is a shortage of research studies integrating learning from these disciplines 
into bequest behaviour.  In particular there has been little academic research published 
that investigates those attributes of charities deemed important to donors when evaluating 
charitable alternatives.  
 
Actuarial data confirms that deaths are predicted to increase by 20% over the next 40 
years as baby-boomers pass on. Philanthropy scholars are unanimous in the value of 
nonprofit organisations investing in bequest programs which, to date, remain a largely 
unexploited source of revenue (Dauncey, 2005; Madden & Scaife, 2008b; Richardson & 
Chapman, 2005; Sargeant & Jay, 2004; Sargeant, Routley & Scaife, 2007).  Sargeant, 
Wymer & Hilton (2006, p. 286) represent the unified voice of scholars that the wider 
bequest literature was “generally found to be unhelpful in explaining the charitable 
component to many individual wills”.   
 
Research shows that bequests are an important and growing source of charity revenue 
worldwide.  In Australia (where this research was undertaken), there are no reliable 
estimates of the value of bequests received by nonprofit organisations (Giving Australia, 
2005); however it is known that bequests are an important source of funds to charities. 
Reporting on bequests to charities seems unreliable, ranging from $100 million to $400 
million (Scaife, 2008) to $200 million per year or about 4% of charity income (Giving 
Australia, 2005) with another reported $140 million in 2003/04 (Givewell, 2005).   
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Reflecting an international trend towards increased affluence and sophistication of 
donors, more Australians are turning to financial advisers to seek strategic estate planning 
advice, resulting in the growing popularity of Prescribed Auxiliary Funds (formerly 
Prescribed Private Funds) since they were established in 2001.  Research by Madden 
(2004), Madden and Newton (2006), and Madden and Scaife (2008a) highlighted a strong 
interest by Australian financial advisers in providing philanthropic advice, and identifed 
an emerging market niche for them to grow their services in the area of estate planning, 
including charitable bequests.  
 
Since the early 1990s there has been a rapid growth in branding initiatives by charities, 
the public face of which are usually the organisation name, a positioning slogan and 
representative visual imagery.  Organisational interest in brand positioning is 
underpinned by a marketing orientation that recognises consumers have an almost 
limitless range of products from which to choose (see for example Aaker, 1996, Keller 
2003). The number of brands a consumer actually considers in decision making will 
likely be within the range of two to six (see Howard & Sheth 1969). The implication of 
this is that that membership in a consumer’s decision set represents a source of advantage 
(Porter 1980). A major challenge facing charities therefore is achieving differentiation 
against the myriad of competing brands, by positioning their organisation into 
consumers’ decision sets. The purpose of this research project was to identify the key 
attributes salient in the decision-making process undertaken by individuals when 
considering or making a charitable bequest.  In other words, what attributes do 
individuals use to differentiate a competitive set of charities? 
 
2.  LITERATURE REVIEW 
Porter (1980) suggested a competitive strategy was one that positioned a business to 
make the most of strengths that differentiated the firm from competitors. Positioning was 
first introduced as a marketing strategy in 1969 (see Trout & Ries, 1979), and has been 
defined as “establishing and maintaining a distinctive place in the market for an 
organisation and/or its individual product offerings” (Lovelock, 1991, p. 110).  Brand 
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positioning theory is based on three propositions (Ries & Trout, 1986): consumers live in 
an over-communicated society, and face increasing information message bombardment; 
our minds develop a defence system against this information overload, in the form of 
selectivity of what we notice and retain; the only way to cut through the information 
clutter in the marketplace is through a focussed message.  
 
Following Aaker (1996), the core constructs in the branding process are brand identity, 
brand positioning and brand image, as shown in Figure 1. The brand identity, which has 
an internal organisational orientation, represents the image aspired to in the market place. 
Brand image has an external market orientation, and represents the actual image held by 
consumers. The role of brand positioning is to enhance congruency between brand 
identity and brand image.   
 
Figure 1 –Branding elements 
 
 
 
 
 
 
While effectively positioning a brand into consumer decision sets represents a potential 
source of advantage for charities, the process is also mutually beneficial for consumers. A 
meaningful proposition helps simplify a consumer’s decision making (Ries & Trout, 
1986). Effective positioning offers the decision maker consequences to solve a problem, 
in a way that is different to rivals (Chacko 1997, DiMingo 1998). Developing a focused 
proposition is arguably the greatest challenge in branding (Gilmore, 2002). To be 
effective, the range of differentiated features emphasised is small. Such a narrow focus is 
at the heart of positioning, since a brand is “a singular idea or concept that you own 
inside the mind of a prospect. It’s as simple and as difficult as that.” (Ries & Ries, 1998, 
p. 172). What is required is an understanding of the decision criteria used by the 
consumer when differentiating brands in the decision set under consideration. In 
Brand identity 
 
Imaged aspired to 
in the market place 
Brand image 
 
Actual image held 
by individuals 
B 
Brand positioning 
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particular, which organisation attributes are important in decision making? Not all 
attributes that differentiate a brand from competitors are important to the consumer, and 
not all important attributes are used in the decision making process (Myers & Alpert, 
1968). From all the attributes that might be considered important to an individual, a 
smaller subset will be salient during the decision process, and from these there will be 
one, or a few at most, that will determine the final choice. There is currently no widely 
accepted scale index to measure how individuals perceive a charity brand, when 
considering a bequest or donation, in comparison to competing brands. More insights are 
required into the decision making process to identify salient attributes of charities.  
 
Research into the motivations of charitable giving has produced a diverse range of 
models and theories, which have been summarized in Table 1. Of these, the Process 
Model (Burnett & Wood, 1998) and the Model of Donor Behaviour (Sargeant & Jay, 
2004) strike the most harmonious chord with the topic under the spotlight of this review 
as these models attempt to synthesise all available literature by creating 
constructs/variables that impact on giving and the decision-making process.  These 
authors present a sound case for the concept of ‘processing determinants’ such as 
efficiency, effectiveness and quality of programs by which donors determine which 
organisations they will support.  Sargeant and Jay also consider a range of charity 
‘inputs’ into the decision-making process, such as brand positioning, image and strength 
of charity appeal.   
 
Table 1: Models around ‘giving’ 
Model Premise Authors 
Agency Model Donors are require nonprofits 
to act as their agents in 
disbursing funds 
Stark (1989). 
Altruistic Model People care about and have 
an unselfish need to help 
others; the ‘empathetic joy of 
giving’ with no tangible 
return, ‘love thy neighbor as 
thyself’ 
Batson & Shaw (1991); De 
Tocqueville (1835); Madden & 
Scaife (2008); Martin (1994); 
Scaife (2008); Sargeant & Jay 
(2004).   
Contemporary Social 
Science 
Rational choice - individuals 
are basically selfish and strive 
Gay & Patton (1998); Frank 
(1996).   
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to achieve their own ends  
Donor Segmentation 
Model 
Identification of major donor 
types and their motivations  
Havens & Schervisch (1997) & 
(1999); Odendahl (1990); Panas 
(1984); Prince, File & Gillespie 
(1993); Prince & File (1994). 
Economic Model Neoclassical economic theory 
- self esteem, recognition, 
reciprocation, tax benefits 
Andreoni (2006); Vesterlund 
(2006); Meier (2007). 
Giving Behaviour 
Model 
Giving is made up of multiple 
stages which interlock and 
impact on each other 
Sargeant & Woodliffe (2007). 
Process Model Synthesizes all available 
literature by creating 
constructs/variables that 
impact on giving 
Burnett & Wood (1988); 
Sargeant (1999). 
Social Exchange – or 
Intrinsic/Prestige 
Benefit 
Egoistic motivators are 
increased status and public 
recognition 
Aristotle; Harbaugh (1998); 
Martin, (1994) cited in 
Bendapudi, Singh & Bendapudi 
(1996). 
Social Impact Model People pay more attention to 
immediate cues e.g. media 
than remote cues 
Latane (1981) cited in Bendapudi 
et al, (1996) 
 
 
The literature reveals extensive empirical data on the motives for in-vivo or lifetime 
giving. The work of Guy & Patten, (1998); Madden & Scaife, (2008b); Richardson & 
Chapman, (2005); Sargeant & Hilton (2005); Sargeant, Hilton & Wymer, (2006) is 
notable.  According to the Giving Australia Report 2005 (p. 31) four key over-arching 
reasons why people give are: i) affirmation of identity (almost half of donors), ii) a sense 
of reciprocation (almost one third of donors), iii) respect for the organisation (one quarter 
of donors), and iv) desire to strengthen the community/make the world a better place (one 
eighth of donors). The literature clearly demonstrates that models and theories drawn 
from interdisciplinary studies and associated research into the drivers of life-time 
philanthropic giving, have much to enrich the body of charitable bequest knowledge 
(Brown, 2004; Giving Australia, 2005; Hannah & McGregor-Lowndes, 2008; Madden & 
Scaife, 2008b; Mixer, 1993; Radcliffe, 2007; Sargeant, Hilton & Wymer, 2005; Sargeant 
& Hilton, 2006; Sargeant & Jay, 2006; Sargeant & Shang, 2008).  The complementary 
motives identified by these authors are summarised, in non-ranking order, in Table 2.    
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Table 2: Synergies between Life-time Giving and Bequesting 
Motives Life-time Giving Bequest Giving 
Reciprocation x X 
Empathy/desire to support the cause x X 
Sympathy and social justice x x 
Altruism/pure philanthropy x X 
Relationship with representative of a charity x x 
Able to make larger gift than during lifetime  X 
Give back  to society/help the community x x 
Self interest/personal gain or benefit x x 
Conformity to social norms x  
Religious belief/spirituality x X 
Lack of family need x X 
Revenge/spite  X 
Tax reduction and long-term estate planning x X 
Need to name to live on/immortality  X 
Need for charity’s work to continue after passing  X 
Self-esteem/meaning or purpose in life x X 
Status/recognition x x 
Nonprofit provides estate planning advice  x 
Fear and anxiety x x 
Negative state relief X x 
Note: X indicates a stronger motive than those marked x 
 
 
2.1 Salient Organisational Attributes in Bequest Decision-Making 
The literature identifies that the over-arching processing determinants in regard to charity 
attributes leading to bequesting behaviour by individuals are: a high awareness of the 
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charity and strong belief in the charity’s work; the personal impact of the charity during 
one’s own life; satisfactory engagement and relationship with the charity and trust and 
faith that the organisation will use the gift effectively (Giving Australia, 2005; Madden & 
Scaife, 2008b; Sargeant & Jay, 2004). Research by Sargeant, Hilton & Wymer (2005) 
concludes that bequest giving is strongly driven by a sense of duty or religious faith. 
From the literature, a number of key, salient organisational attributes were identified as 
important in the decision-making process carried out by individuals when contemplating 
which charity to support through a bequest. Many of these are inter-linked and for the 
purposes of this report they have been synergistically clustered as follows: 
 
 Affiliation/Membership/Perception of Need 
 Top of Mind of Awareness, Branding and Positioning 
 Reputation/Professionalism and Performance 
 Quality of Communications  
 Levels of Engagement 
 Efficiency and Efficacy of programs 
 Trust 
 
However, research continues to focus on life-time giving with a paucity of research by 
comparison on bequest giving. Much of this is dedicated to exploring the personal 
intrinsic motivators for making a bequest with very little concerned with the dynamics 
between a charity and its donors which may lead to a charitable bequest.  Scholars concur 
that marketing research in the area of helping behaviour has focused on narrow aspects of 
the charity’s solicitation whereas social psychological literature has explored donor 
motivations and characteristics with very little addressing the influence of the charity 
attributes.  No research study exclusively focusing on this aspect of bequest decision-
making could be found in the body of research. The research question guiding this 
research was: What are the key organisational attributes of charities, salient in the 
decision-making process undertaken by individuals when considering or making a 
charitable bequest?  
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3.  METHODOLOGY 
 
To address the research question, a combination of expert opinion and personal 
interviews with consumers was used to supplement the findings of the literature review. 
 
3.1 Expert opinion 
A judgment sample of five industry experts were invited to provide their views on the 
topic. These representatives were from different backgrounds, all highly respected in 
their fields with a depth of experience in philanthropic giving, including bequests. This 
sample comprised a senior academic researcher, a CEO from the financial services sector, 
the director of a non profit consultancy, the executive director of a large medical 
foundation, and a senior office-bearer from the Fundraising Institute of Australia. These 
participants were asked to provide their views on what they believed to be important 
attributes of charities that individuals might consider when considering or making a 
charitable bequest.   
 
3.2 Consumer interviews 
The Repertory Test (Kelly, 1955), from clinical psychology, was selected as a valid, but 
under reported qualitative means of eliciting salient attributes of charities. Kelly devised 
the Repertory Test to operationalise Personal Construct Theory (PCT). At the core of 
PCT is constructive alternativism, which proposed we have the creative capacity to 
interpret our environment, rather than simply respond to it in a stimulus-response manner. 
We all construe the universe in different ways, and it is open to reconstruction. Our 
individual construct system is the only model used to guide our behaviour (Jankowicz, 
1987). Each of us views the world through our own unique lens and this influences our 
perceptions and how we interpret the world (Marsden & Littler, 2000).   These 
perceptions are referred to as personal constructs, described as ‘discriminations between 
events within a personal environment’ (Bannister & Fransella, 1971, p.27). We all have a 
10 
 
repertoire of constructs that we continue to test and amend through our life experiences, 
in an attempt to aid our future predictive efforts (decision making). Kelly’s (1955, p. 46) 
fundamental postulate was that “a person’s processes are psychologically channelized by 
the ways in which he anticipates events”.  
 
The unified theory (PCT) and technique (Repertory Test) has strong face validity owing 
to the level of autonomy participants have in making judgments (Downs, 1976).  The 
Repertory Test has been adapted for use in a diverse range of other domains. Examples 
include investigations into the perceptions of: management training needs (Honey, 1979), 
counselling (Jankowicz & Cooper, 1982), information systems attributes (Whyte & 
Bytheway, 1996), software quality (Wilson & Hall, 1998), retail store attributes (Mitchell 
& Kiral, 1999), technology (Frewer, Howard & Shepherd 1998), managerial jobs (Smith, 
1980), museums (Caldwell & Coshall, 2002), bread (Hersleth et al, 2005), holiday 
destinations (Pike, 2003), and fruit (Jaeger, Rossiter & Lau 2005) for example. 
 
Three important considerations when applying the Repertory Test are i) the sample, ii) 
the set of elements, and iii) the construct elicitation method. A convenience sample of 
twelve individuals were interviewed in face-to-face personal interviews. Participants 
were drawn from the Alumni database at the Centre for Philanthropy and Nonprofit 
Studies, Queensland University of Technology. An email invitation was extended to the 
QUT database outlining the project. Interested participants were self-selected and were 
screened to include only those individuals over the age of forty who consider themselves 
being open to the concept of making a charitable bequest in their will at some stage in the 
future, or have already made such a bequest in their existing will. Thus, these participants 
could be considered ‘information rich’ about the research, which is desirable for 
qualitative investigations involving a small sample. One of the functional advantages of 
the Repertory Test is that data redundancy often occurs after less than ten interviews. 
Kelly (1955) originally developed the Repertory Test for application with a single 
individual. However, a strength of the technique is the degree of flexibility in application 
and analysis (Frost & Braine, 1967).  For example, the potential of the technique to 
provide group data was promoted by Kelly. One of the eleven propositions posited by 
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Kely to support the central postulate of PCT was the ‘commonality corollary’. The 
individuality corollary does not rule out the sharing of experiences, since common 
ground may be found in the way that the similarity/difference of stimuli is categorised. 
While no two people can have exactly the same psychological processes, there might be 
similarities in the interpretation of an experience (Kelly, 1970). This is akin to 
segmenting a population into lifestyle clusters, for example.  
 
An element is the type of object that is the focus of the study. In this case the elements of 
interest were charity organizations in Queensland, Australia. Kelly (1955) suggested the 
elements used should be representative of those the subject would be likely to relate to in 
the context of interest. Fransella and Bannister (1977) recommended that elements should 
also be specific and homogenous. The number of elements used is an important 
consideration. Sampson (1972) found the number of stimuli used by researchers generally 
ranged from 8 to 30. A further issue is how elements are selected. Elements are usually 
either supplied by the researcher or elicited from the participants. In this study elements 
were provided to the participants. Nine charity brands (elements) were selected across the 
spectrum of social, medical, environmental, culture, higher education and animal welfare. 
It should be highlighted that these charity brands were selected to elicit a broad array of 
generic charity attributes and not to seek individual perceptions about each individual 
charity.  Each of the organisations is registered on the Tax Deductible Gift Register with 
the Australian Tax Office. The elements were: 
 
1. Cancer Council  2. Greenpeace  3. Heart Foundation  
4. Queensland Institute for Medical Research 5. Queensland Museum Foundation  
6. Queensland University of Technology   7. Red Cross 
8. RSPCA   9. Salvation Army 
 
The most common technique used for construct elicitation in the Repertory Test is using 
triads of cards, also referred to as ‘Kelly’s triads’. At the core of PCT is Kelly’s (1955) 
definition of a construct as “a way in which things are construed as being alike and yet 
different from others” (p. 105). Kelly proposed the minimum for any one construct is 
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three elements, since constructs cannot be expressed unless involving at least two things 
that are alike in some way and one that is different. The label expressed for the 
similarity/difference, is representative of a personal construct (Embacher and Buttle 
1989, Frost and Braine 1967). In market research, using brands as stimuli, elicited 
responses represent a prediction. It has been proposed that it is difficult for a subject to 
fake answers in a Repertory Test, even if they have some knowledge of the technique 
(Easterby-Smith, 1981).  
 
While there are no fixed rules regarding the number of triads to be presented (Fransella 
and Bannister, 1977), depending on the number of elements being used, a large number 
of triad combinations are possible.  The resulting data can be extremely unwieldy and 
time-consuming and a more practical formula is suggested by Burton and Nerlove (1976) 
whereby the number of triad combinations in a complete test, where every possible 
combination of elements is used: n(n-1) (n-2)/6, where n = number of elements.  For 
example, using their formula with eight elements would require 56 triads, while 15 
elements would need 455 triads. 
 
This project used the balanced incomplete block design formula recommended by Burton 
and Nerlove (1976) with  = 2 and eight charity brand elements. This reduced the number 
of triad combinations to 24, using the following random order of triad combinations 
recommended, as follows: 
 
1,2,3 4,5,6 7,8,9 1,4,7 2,5,8 3,6,9 1,5,9 2,6,7 3,4,8 1,6,8 2,4,9  
3,5,7 3,4,5 6,7,8 9,1,2 3,6,9 4,7,1 5,8,2 3,7,2 4,8,9 5,6,1 3,8,1  
4,6,2 5,7,9 
 
Each element randomly appears eight times, with each pair of elements featuring twice.  
The charity brands were printed on individual cards, numbered and listed in alphabetical 
order. Triads were presented to participants in the order determined by Burton and 
Nerlove (1976) to elicit charity attributes or constructs followed by laddering up 
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techniques, underpinned by means-end theory, to explore participants’ values guiding the 
decision making. 
 
Prior to commencing the interview a practice triad was used to demonstrate the thinking 
process involved. In this example brands of cars were used as elements. 
On presentation of each triad, participants were asked to articulate:  “In the context of 
thinking about making a charitable bequest, in what important ways are two of the 
elements alike and different from the third?” This response formed the catalyst for the 
laddering up technique with the question: “Why is that important to you?” with this 
question being repeated until a value statement was reached. Participants were 
encouraged to supply more than one statement, but advised that the same response could 
not be used twice during the interview. If no value was forthcoming or the participant 
was not able make any fresh responses and had therefore ‘dried up’, a new triad sort was 
presented. The interview was terminated when no new constructs could be elicited. 
The interviews lasted between thirty-five minutes to one hour, with the number of triads 
used by participants ranging from seven to sixteen.  
 
Of the twelve participants, seven were male and five female; one was aged 40-44, seven 
were 45-54, and four were 55-64; one was never married, eight were in a live-in 
relationship, two were divorced and one was widowed; seven had no dependants, two had 
one child, two had two children and one had three children; three participants earned less 
than A$75,000. Eleven participants had an existing will. Four already had a bequest in 
the will, while the others were actively considering making a bequest. 
 
 
4.  FINDINGS 
 
4.1 Expert opinion 
Each interview was recorded and transcribed to facilitate interpretation. A form of 
content analysis was used to identify common themes. Six key themes emerged, which 
are summarised in Table 4. 
14 
 
 
 
 
Table 4:  Summary of Expert Opinion 
1. Personal relationship: A close connection with the cause and strong relationship 
with it, reinforced by the personal relationships the donor has with the 
organisation’s representatives over time and meshed with the values and history 
of the organisation.  Involvement of family members regarding bequest 
recognition mechanisms. 
2. Values alignment: A cause that is dominant in the sector which prospects believe 
in and has impacted on the donor’s life or someone close to them.  Values 
alignment through religious faith and trust in the organisation’s values and 
credibility. 
3. Reputation:  Excellent reputation, a strong brand, profile and positioning, driven 
by the people behind it; longevity and enduring nature.  Good management and 
professional approach. 
4. Quality communication:   A compelling case for bequest support.  Targeted and 
quality information on how to bequest including helpful resources that facilitate 
the process.  Stories on peer bequestors and communications that match 
bequestors demographics.  
5. Efficiency/effectiveness:  Confidence that money will be used wisely and high 
percentage spent on the cause and not administration. A bequest gift will have a 
measurable impact versus going to a ‘lofty’ cause. 
6. Trust:  Linked intrinsically with trust in the brand, the organisation and its 
credibility, as well as absolute confidence that organisation will deliver on its 
bequest gift promise.   
 
4.2 Consumer interviews 
The simplicity of responses is an advantage of the Repertory Test (Burton & Nerlove, 
1976). A researcher’s data able to be interpreted quickly by another because “there is 
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very little waffle” (Stewart and Stewart 1981, p. 27). A total of 189 personal constructs 
were elicited, which were recorded onto a spreadsheet.  The first stage of interpreting the 
data involved coding the salient attributes to enable the development of themes based on 
common wording.  The reliability of these codes was verified by a co-researcher who was 
asked to follow Guba’s (1978) guidelines, where themes should feature internal 
homogeneity and external heterogeneity.  Value statements underpinning the personal 
constructs were identified also using a colour-coding process and grouped to match the 
value themes identified by Bekkers & Wiepking (2007, p.35).  Following recording of 
data and content analysis, the constructs were distilled into eight generic themes, colour-
coded and analysed in terms of the frequency with which they were mentioned by 
participants.  Finally, they were further distilled and presented in ranking order according 
to frequency of count, as shown in Table 5.      
 
Table 5:  Construct themes 
 Frequency % 
Organisations which promote human health, welfare 
and wellbeing are significantly more important than 
those which advocate for animals or delivery of 
education or cultural activities 
62 33% 
I have a personal relationship/resonance/strong values 
alignment with the cause 
34 18% 
Immediate impact/proactive results/responsive 23 12% 
Positive reputation/professionalism and profile of 
organisation  
21 11% 
Money is used wisely and effectively with most 
money going to the cause 
19 10% 
Has a broad global or international reach 10 5% 
Benefits regional or national population 10 5% 
The cause is needy and worthy of support and does 
not receive significant funding from other sources 
10 5% 
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As can be seen, the most frequently elicited constructs revolved around themes associated 
with protecting and preserving human life, particularly alleviating human suffering and 
finding a cure for diseases.  Themes in this category represented 33% of the constructs 
elicited and focused on the important role of medical research, especially to find a cure 
for diseases such as cancer. The next most important category representing 18% of 
constructs was a personal relationship, positive experience or strong alignment of 
personal values with the charity.  Two other important categories related to organisational 
impact and responsiveness (12% of constructs); positive reputation and profile (11% of 
constructs) and responsible fiduciary management of donor money (19% of constructs).  
Three other categories representing 10% of constructs each included the ‘worthiness and 
neediness’ of the cause; having a broad appeal and benefitting Queenslanders or 
Australians. 
 
One interesting finding was that whilst different individuals might differ in their list of 
attributes, there was a commonality of the types of cause to benefit from a bequest gift. 
IMPLICATION FOR MARKETERS  Participants held an almost universal desire that 
their bequest be directed to benefiting human life or alleviating human suffering in some 
way after they have passed away.  Not surprisingly, those participants whose lives had 
been touched by cancer – almost all – articulated a deep and abiding desire that they and 
others would invest in medical research to find a cure for this devastating diseases. Table 
6 identifies the values reached as a result of laddering techniques used during the 
interviews, with examples of participants’ value statements.  The key implication for 
marketers is that developing a proposition based on benefits will be meaningful to a 
broader range of individuals who differ at the attribute level. 
 
Table 6:   Values themes 
Value of Giving Back/Helping Others/Altruism 
such as government 
TOTAL 189 100% 
(rounded) 
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 Charity begins at home 
 Compassion and religious compassion is fundamental   
 It’s good to be able to help others 
 Giving is one way of contributing to what’s going on in the world 
 We are responsible for what happens in the world 
 Easing of human suffering 
 I like to think I can relieve suffering in the future/ Relief of human suffering is my personal value 
 Concern for welfare of human beings 
 I want to make a difference 
 We have a responsibility look after our fellow man and future generations of mankind 
 I want to help civilization as a whole 
Value of Religiosity/Shared Faith 
 Sharing of religious values and beliefs transcends the nature of the project for me 
 Faith-based organisation is no contest and will always be a tie-breaker 
Value of Improving the Human Condition/ Human Life 
 Supremacy/value of my life/human life and humanity 
 Concern with universal well-being of the world 
 Development of humankind 
 My life and human life is really important to me 
 Personal value for life, longevity and staying on this planet are paramount 
 Loss of family members impacts on our values 
 We must never give up fight to preserve human life 
 Concern for welfare of human beings 
 Quality of human life; lengthening and saving lives important to me 
 Human suffering has priority over animal welfare 
Value of Caring for the Environment 
 Protecting environment and animals – life and living 
 The environment is our legacy to our children 
 The biggest challenge we face is global warming 
 Unless we take care of the environment we may not have people in the future 
 Health of the world can affect health of individuals 
Value of Belief in Education 
 Education can improve peoples; lives, options and satisfaction level 
 Education is a transformative process 
 Education is important – about improving the human condition 
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 Teach your children, to fish, not give them the fish 
Value of Concern for Animal Welfare 
 Respect for animals/ Don’t like to see animals mistreated 
 Animals can’t help themselves 
 
 
 4.3 Triangulation of findings 
Overall, there is a strong harmonization between the results of the literature review, the 
primary research survey and feedback from industry experts and these are set out in a 
Matrix format in Table 7. The table visually demonstrates how a researcher developing a 
scale index solely from the literature and/or  expert opinion, would miss valuable insights 
that were elicited from the Repertory Test. The Repertory Test responses yielded a 
richness of data that elicited seven idiosyncratic organisational attributes not identified in 
the literature review or feedback from experts.  These included: the importance or 
otherwise of the named structure of the entity (for example Foundation); the cause 
focused on improving the quality of human life; a commitment to volunteerism; 
membership based; research based or driven by research; non-political or controversial 
and a potential revenue earner for Australia.   
 
Table 7:  Summary of findings of results of literature review, primary 
research and expert opinion 
Attribute theme Literature 
Review 
Repertory 
Test 
Expert 
Opinion 
The cause itself and personal passion    
Worthiness/neediness of charity    
Strong personal relationship     
Shared values e.g. faith-based     
Brand dominance in the sector    
Well established; enduring     
Compelling need for support    
Untarnished reputation    
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Professionally managed    
Effective and Efficient     
High impact/immediate results    
Majority donor money spent on 
delivery 
   
Quality, personalised communications    
Real life stories using peers    
Superior cultivation & stewardship    
High level of mutual trust    
Benefits local community or Australia    
Broad, international reach    
Bequest-making made easy    
Commitment to volunteerism    
Membership based    
Research based or driven by research     
Revenue earner for Australia    
Non-political or controversial    
 
None of the participants had previously been exposed to the Repertory Test interview 
technique. Their feedback was positive, as reflected in their post-interview comments: 
 
 Could put all prospective donors through this 
 Makes you stop and think about what is important rather than going to the most 
known brand 
 It crystallized that my values revolve around human life 
 Makes you think about what’s important to you in life 
 The interviewee learns a lot about themselves 
 A useful and interesting process 
 Very thought provoking 
 Very interesting process – well designed and useful 
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 Made me think deeply why I would give to certain charities over others 
 
  
 
5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
The potential for charitable bequests to add to the revenue stream of nonprofit 
organisations over the next forty years cannot be under-estimated. The potential for 
bequests to contribute to the sustainability of charities in the future still remains positive, 
with demographic, economic and social trends as well as ground-breaking academic 
studies opening up new opportunities. Competition between charities will continue to 
intensify as they vie for their share of the bequest pie.  Therefore, non profit organisations 
should invest or refocus their energies into creating bequest programs that reflect best 
fundraising practice and are aligned with the findings from the bequest literature and 
research. 
 
One of the greatest challenges facing marketers of charities is positioning their brand into 
consumer decision sets, which are thought to be limited to between two and six. To 
achieve this charities must differentiate their organisation against competing brands 
offering similar features. Since a marketing orientation dictates a focus on the needs and 
wants of the consumer rather than based on product features, the positioning theme must 
be developed on the basis of something that is meaningful to the individual. Since 
positioning requires a narrow focus, marketing communications must present a succinct 
and meaningful proposition, the selection of which can be a major challenge. The 
purpose of this paper has been to present the efficacy of the Repertory Test as a method 
for eliciting positioning opportunities for charities. Specifically, we propose ten attributes 
are used by individuals to differentiate charities in Queensland, Australia; and that each 
of these represents a brand positioning opportunity: 
  
1. The cause itself is worthy and needy and preferably prolongs or enhances the 
quality of human life or helps to relieve human suffering 
2. High level of awareness  through personal experience or relationship 
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3. Credibility;  a strong values alignment and belief in the organisation 
4. Demonstrated mission achievement; measurable effectiveness and efficiency 
5. Good governance and strong mission driven by research; membership based with 
volunteer ethic 
6. Professional and well-managed; high caliber of management and staff  
7. Positive reputation, brand dominance and high profile; is enduring  
8. Quality communications; differentiated and personalised; inclusion of bequest-
making tips  
9. Reach is either international,  benefiting Queenslanders or all Australians 
10. The charity brand resonates with trust and credibility 
 
We argue that for many people, a bequest is a way of making an intensely personal 
statement about themselves, and bequest behaviour is facilitated by a high degree of fit 
between prospects’ personal values and the values of the organisation.  Linking charity 
attribute strengths to the important beliefs held by donors will achieve a level of charity 
differentiation and make the bequest proposition more personally involving and 
meaningful.   Therefore, at a practical level, when marketing bequests, it would be 
advantageous to create a resonance between the organisation’s values and the personal 
identity values inherent in bequest giving, such as making the world a better place in 
some way for future generations.    
 
Worthy of note is that all qualitative interview participants and experts, except for one, 
articulated that a core determinant of a charitable bequest is an existing strong personal 
relationship with the beneficiary charity.  However, not everyone makes a charitable 
donation during their life-time for whatever reason; for example they may be asset rich 
and cash poor.  The observation by this expert was that the decision to make a bequest 
can often be an impersonal one which may be triggered by a desire to give to a favourite 
cause at the time of making or remaking a will; in which case, the charity choice is likely 
to be determined by top-of-mind awareness of the most dominant organisation in the 
sector. Perhaps this accounts for why so many charities anecdotally report that they 
receive bequests ‘out of the blue’. A major challenge for marketers in this regard, is to 
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maintain top of mind salience among individuals in the target market. Branding must 
therefore be viewed a a long term commitment. All marketing communications used in 
brand positioning must consistently reinforce the brand identity; to stand for something in 
individuals’ minds. The importance of building trust through personal relationships over 
time, cannot be overstated, as the attribute of mutual trust transcends all other 
considerations when it comes to making a bequest.  Even when competing with high-
profile charity brands, the bonds of trust created through personal contact are almost 
unbreakable; particularly where there is an alignment of shared faith or religious values.  
 
Images and language used in bequest marketing material should match the demographics 
of bequest prospects, not stereotypes.  Peers and role models should be encouraged to tell 
their bequest stories in charity communications to encourage others to follow. Where 
relevant, reinforcement of the organisation’s history and culture, meshed with 
institutional and personal values that stress the enduring nature of the charity, will have a 
strong impact.  The organisation’s representatives should be aware that in the minds of 
bequest prospects, they are the embodiment of the brand that the organisation has built up 
over years.  They should seek opportunities to meet regularly with bequest pledgers to 
maintain strong personal relationships and where relevant, reinforce the institutional 
history and associated values.  Cultivation and stewardship activity may pivot around a 
bequest club and opportunities to include family members may be welcomed.   
 
At the same time as charities attempt to position themselves to benefit from the forecast 
financial tsunami as baby-boomers pass away and financial advisers anticipate an 
upswing in business, a sobering fact is that almost half Australians do not have a will.  Of 
the 58% of Australians who do have a will, only 7.5% have included a charitable bequest 
(Madden & Scaife, 2008b) and the average amount bequeathed is around 1% of their 
total estate.  As Australians consider themselves a generous nation, it is reasonable to ask:  
why is this so low?  Perhaps because making a will is, for many people, a daunting and 
difficult procedure. It forces people to confront their own mortality and who and what are 
significant to them during their lifetime.    
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The aim of the research project was to identify organisational attributes salient in the 
bequest decision and not to measure or rank specific charity brands.  It is posited that the 
attributes identified from the three major areas of enquiry undertaken by this project, are 
important and relevant and could be further explored through a quantitative research 
survey using a questionnaire requiring participants to rank nonprofit attribute labels 
across a broad number of charities, using a seven-point Likert scale.    The resulting data 
may be analysed using an Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA) and creating an IPA 
matrix representing two dimensions of attribute importance and performance in four 
quadrants (see Martilla & James, 1977).  According to Pike (2004) this would be a valid 
method, as the technique covers the importance of product attributes to the individual 
along with perceived product performance on the specific attributes. The results would 
reveal perceptions of organisational performance and highlight strengths and weaknesses.  
Where a charity is not perceived to perform strongly would signal that remedial action is 
needed.  This technique could be used as a diagnostic tool or framework for nonprofits to 
develop or re-engineer bequest programs and bequest marketing communications, 
highlighting the attributes and values most important to donors and using their language 
and vocabulary.  The data could also be used to benchmark future surveys and could be 
undertaken longitudinally by surveying the same donors and pledgers over time. 
 
There are two key limitations of this research. Firstly, since this research was situated in 
Australia, we do not attempt to generalize the findings to global consumers. However, we 
believe researchers in other parts of the world could screen the suitability of the findings 
through local focus groups. Secondly, as with many qualitative investigations, we used a 
small judgement sample, and therefore cannot generalize the findings to the wider 
Australian community. Only further replications of the study in other parts of Australia 
would test the reliability of the findings, which we do propose as a strength of the 
technique through Kelly’s commonality corollary. 
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